JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org. of this student movement, as student activists urged them to divest of South Africa-related securities.1 It is not particularly surprising that students participated in the antiapartheid movement. The humanitarian goals of the movement attracted widespread support. Nor is it especially startling that students targeted their own universities in their divestment demands given that colleges were indeed holding securities associated with South Africa. What is interesting about this student movement, however, is the emergence and diffusion of a new protest tactic: the shantytown. Not only did students employ the well-established repertoire of student protest (sit-ins, petitions, demonstrations, rallies, blockades), but they also developed a new protest tactic that spread rapidly to campuses all over the country. Campus activists in many locales adopted this tactic because of both its perceived effectiveness at encouraging colleges and universities to divest and its resonance with the living conditions of many black South Africans (Vellela 1988; Weiner 1986). One student leader remarked: The event history models employed in this article allow for the examination of two separate sets of questions, the first about student activism in The Shantytown Protest / 857 general and the second about the diffusion of the shantytown. I first test hypotheses about the characteristics of colleges and universities that increase the rate of student divestment activism. My findings suggest that higher-ranked, liberal arts campuses with smaller enrollments of African American students had higher rates of shantytown protests. These findings are consistent with past research on student movements. Second, I test models about the process of diffusion of this innovative protest tactic. My results indicate that the shantytown diffused most rapidly between colleges and universities of the same institutional type, with similar levels of prestige, and with similar endowment sizes.
general and the second about the diffusion of the shantytown. I first test hypotheses about the characteristics of colleges and universities that increase the rate of student divestment activism. My findings suggest that higher-ranked, liberal arts campuses with smaller enrollments of African American students had higher rates of shantytown protests. These findings are consistent with past research on student movements. Second, I test models about the process of diffusion of this innovative protest tactic. My results indicate that the shantytown diffused most rapidly between colleges and universities of the same institutional type, with similar levels of prestige, and with similar endowment sizes.
The Shantytown
In early 1985, news reports from South Africa flooded U.S. newspapers describing the government-ordered beatings and shootings of peaceful demonstrators. More than 5,000 people in South Africa had already been killed as a result of the increasing levels of political violence, a number that would rise to over 11,000 five years later (American Committee on Africa 1990). There was increasing concern in the US about the brutal repression of political activism in South Africa and about the system of apartheid, more generally. This concern sparked activism in the US which gradually made its way to college campuses (Vellela 1988) .
At Columbia University in April of 1985, student leaders staged a blockade of Hamilton Hall, the main administration building of the university. The blockade was described as "covered with sitting, sprawling, hunkering students, maybe two hundred of them, debating, laughing, reading, conferring and establishing a presence. Armchairs and sofas dragged out from a near-by dormitory offered some comfort. Tarps were rigged up to provide shelter; blankets covered some who slept" (Vellela 1988 ). The blockade lasted almost three weeks, culminating in a speech by Reverend Jesse Jackson which drew over 5,000 additional participants (Hirsch 1990; Loeb 1994) . The incident at Columbia received a great deal of attention due to its sheer size and visibility as well as its duration (Vellela 1988 ).
Unknown to them, the student leaders at Columbia had started a trend. Shortly after this event, students at Princeton staged a "camp out," as did students at the University of California in Santa Cruz (Vellela 1988 ). Students at Harvard University held a "sleep-in" at the university's library and students at the University of Iowa camped out in front of the administration building which they renamed "Biko Hall" (Lacey 1985) . Students at a number of other universities held "sit-outs", a modification of the more familiar tactics of the sit-in and blockade (Vellela 1988) .
The sit-outs, camp-outs, and sleep-ins marked the beginning of the evolution of a new protest tactic, an innovation in the student repertoire of tered this innovative form of protest by collecting scraps of wood, tar paper, and plastic that were used in the construction of a shack in front of the administrative offices of the University. Dubbed the "Karl Marx House" and used as a place for meetings, the shack was the first of what later became known as the shantytown (Vellela 1988) . Within days, the university administration ordered the removal of the shantytown. After several forced dismantlings of the shack which were followed by several rebuildings by the students and a decision by the Cornell faculty to join the students in their protest, the administration finally acquiesced; the Karl Marx House was allowed to remain standing. The Cornell students and some sympathetic faculty members celebrated their small victory over the administration.
Media attention to the Cornell University students' successful use of this new protest tactic encouraged students at other universities to experiment with the construction of similar structures. Late in the spring of 1985, a one-day shanty appeared at the University of Washington and by the fall of 1985, students at the University of Vermont and Middlebury College had erected shantytowns emblazoned with pro-divestment slogans (Vellela 1988) .
Nevertheless, the shantytown tactic of protest was not always met with great hospitality and acceptance by the university community. In December of 1985, Dartmouth College's shantytown was attacked by a displeased campus faction, members of the student group called "The Committee to Beautify the Green." While the protesters slept inside of the shack, student members of the campus group destroyed the structures with sledge hammers (Vellela 1988) . Although student activists saw the conservative countermovement against the shantytowns at Dartmouth as a formidable setback to the cause of Dartmouth's divestment, it was crucial to the student divestment movement as a whole. The attacks on the shanties at Dartmouth brought a great deal of media attention to the divestment movement. Students across the country could hardly help but hear, at least tangentially, about the movement and about the new tactic of the shantytown, thus the tactic began to spread.3
The shantytown was perceived as a successful tactic by student activists because it was not only a disruption on campuses, but was also symbolic of the living conditions of many Black South Africans (Vellela 1988; Weiner 1986 ). Demonstrators embraced the shantytown as the "next step up" from the other forms of protest employed by student activists because of its "constant, nagging presence" on campuses (Christian Science Monitor, 26 Nov., 1985). Moreover, many students and faculty members across the country believed that they had a "moral advantage" in that it was easy to "gain support for the notion that apartheid is wrong" (Newsweek, 16 May, 1985:61).4 Hence, the tactic was relevant to both the immediate goal of the movement (divestment) as well as to the broader goals of ending apartheid in South Africa.5
The Shantytown Protest / 859 Flexible Repertoires of Contention, Modularity, and Tactical Spillover Tilly (1978, 1986, 1993, 1995) defines the repertoire of contention as the entire set of tactics or actions a group of actors uses to assert different claims. During any given period the repertoire is quite limited, given the unbounded set of actions or tactics a group could, at least in theory, employ (Tilly 1978). Repertoires are historically specific and reflect the "cultural expectations" of the period; in other words, the repertoire is what actors "know how to do and what others expect them to do" (Tarrow 1993:70 Tarrow (1993; argues that the modern repertoire of contention may be used by a variety of different actors in a whole host of different situations, against a number of different targets (Tarrow 1993; . The result of the modular repertoire is that modern activists in disparate locations with minimal organization and without direct linkages are able to unite in national social movements (Tarrow 1993) . In other words, the modular repertoire is indirect and consists of tactics of protest that can easily be transferred from setting to setting, by groups of social actors who are not engaged in face-to-face discussion. Germane to discussions of innovation and diffusion of tactics is the notion that social movement organizations are not bounded entities and that they not only influence their challengers but also influence other movement organizations. Two recent studies have examined this important idea in depth. McAdam and Rucht (1993) When social scientists speak of diffusion they very broadly mean the "flow of social practices among actors within some larger system" (Strang & Meyer 1993 ). The use of the term social practices, refers to anything from childrearing to agricultural practices, religious symbols to welfare policies, urban riots to aircraft hijacking. According to Rogers (1983) , diffusion occurs when some "innovation is communicated through certain channels over time among members of a social system" (14). Theories of diffusion maintain that there are two types of channels along which innovations flow: direct (or relational ties) and indirect (or cultural linkages).
As should be evident from the preceding discussion, definitions of diffusion almost always include the notion of connectedness. The aspect of diffusion most used by social scientists is the direct connection or channel between actors in a social system (Strang & Meyer 1993 ). Relational models of diffusion maintain that information flows between actors through their direct network relations. The rate at which an item diffuses varies with the level of interaction between actors so that at high levels of interaction between a "prior" and "potential" adopter, there should be higher rates of diffusion of innovations.
Social science research has benefited greatly from relational models of diffusion. Research has found that direct network ties facilitate the diffusion of an antibiotic (Coleman, Katz & Menzel 1966) , innovations in agriculture (Hagerstrand [1953] 1967), resistance to the Versailles army (Gould 1991) , and mobilization of trade unions (Hedstrom 1994) .
Despite the varied and thorough research conducted on how innovations spread between directly connected actors, one must not disregard diffusion amongst actors that are not directly connected. Several researchers have asked why it is that unconnected actors display high degrees of homogeneity in form, structure, ideology, and practice and how it is that innovations on these dimensions spread between actors who are not connected in any obvious manner. Strang and Meyer (1993) The collective identity formed by student anti-apartheid activists is an important form of indirect channel of diffusion. Students look to other students and identify with them, hence the process of collective identity formation with student activists on other campuses led to the diffusion of the shantytown. This is illustrated by the student activist at Boston College who remarked, "A year ago, two years ago, well, it was "we'll do our thing on our campus," but now they're really looking outward to other campuses to see what they can learn, and see how they can help" (Vellela 1988:30) .11 The process of identification with other student activists should occur most readily amongst student activists who have higher levels of collective identity. I expect that students at similar colleges and universities will have higher levels of identification with one another, hence the protest tactic of the shantytown should diffuse most rapidly among campuses that are similar on certain dimensions. In the following section I elaborate on some of these dimensions of similarity.
Diffusion of Protest Tactics
As stated in the previous section, the diffusion of the shantytown protest tactic relied on indirect linkages between students on different campuses. Certainly there may have been some minimal communication between activists on different campuses, however I argue that the spread of the shantytown tactic occurred in large part because of the construction of a collective identity among student activists. Students saw media images of other students on similar campuses across the country building shanties and identified with them, imitating their evidently effective protest strategies.
I argue that five different socially constructed categories are relevant to the diffusion of the shantytown protest tactic. First, I expect to see higher rates of diffusion within groups of similar institutions. For example, I expect to find evidence of diffusion amongst all liberal arts colleges or all research institutions. Second, I expect to see evidence of diffusion amongst colleges and universities within the same region as activists looked to geographically similar institutions. This may have in part been due to local media attention to the shantytown which should have increased the rate of diffusion within a region by providing information about the tactic. Third, I expect to see diffusion between colleges and universities of roughly the same prestige level. Here, students at campuses of roughly the same prestige were more likely to identify with one another hence the shantytown should have diffused more rapidly. Fourth, I expect that students at historically black colleges identified with students at other black colleges, and therefore aided in the spread of the shantytown tactic. Oberschall (1989) argues that during the 1960s, the protest tactic of the sit-in spread most rapidly amongst black colleges due to the competition between these colleges and the resultant imitation of competitors. It will be interesting to see if the same process holds true in the 1980s. Finally, I expect that the shantytown tactic spread amongst colleges of the same endowment size, or of the same level of wealth. Students at wealthier colleges may have viewed the protest tactics aimed at similar colleges as especially salient to their own movement, hence I expect to find evidence for the diffusion of tactics within endowment level.
Structural Characteristics of Colleges and Universities and Activism
In addition to questions about the diffusion of protest tactics, I investigate the structural characteristics of colleges and universities and how these affected rates of shantytown protests. One of the most consistent findings regarding student activism is that it is much more likely to take place on large campuses (see review in Van Dyke 1994). For example, Lipset (1971), Blau and Slaughter (1971) , and Van Dyke (1994) have shown that larger colleges and universities were more likely to have had student protest in the 1960s. This article examines whether or not the same process holds true in the 1980s during the student divestment movement.
A second consistent finding in the study of student activism is that 'elite' institutions are far more likely to experience activism (Bloom 1987; Feuer 1969; Lipset 1971; Orbell 1971 ; Van Dyke 1994). Lipset (1971) argues that the 'best' colleges historically have witnessed higher levels of student protest. As determined by faculty prominence and research, these colleges attract a disproportionate number of "intellectually oriented students," who are the very students who call themselves "activists" (Lipset 1971 ). Furthermore, colleges and universities with higher admissions standards are more likely to host student protest (Lipset 1971 ). The analysis presented below addresses whether or not elite colleges had higher rates of protest in the 1980s as well.12
The Shantytown Protest / 863 A third empirical finding is that African American students were far less likely than their white counterparts to have participated in the student movements of the 1960s and 1970s (Lipset 1969 (Lipset , 1971 . McAdam (1988) finds that applicants and participants to the Mississippi Freedom Summer Project were disproportionately white. Loeb (1994) argues that the student movements of 1960-80 (including the student divestment movement) were also dominated by white students. Certainly, the impression obtained from reading the newspaper accounts of the shantytown protests is a movement dominated by white students (Soule 1995) . Does this impression hold true in a more rigorous empirical test?
According to the central tenets of resource mobilization theory, one resource that is necessary for collective action is preexisting activist organization (McCarthy & Zald 1977). The degree of existing organization is crucial to potential mobilization (Freeman 1973; Oberschall 1989; Tilly 1978) . Van Dyke (1994) finds that the presence of existing activist networks on a campus strongly increases the probability of student activism during the civil rights movement. Existing activist networks are an important resource for potential activists, hence leading to the empirical observation that certain colleges and universities are "activist schools." A related argument is found by Lipset (1971) , who claims that the "political reputations of certain schools may be linked to sources of selective recruitment" (89). Hence, leftist colleges may draw leftist students which may lead to higher rates of collective action. In this article I ask whether the level of leftist student organization on a campus increased the rate of shantytown protests.
In a second attempt to address the importance of preexisting network ties to activism, I ask whether or not the presence of an African/African American/black studies department (from this point on referred to as "black studies department") on a campus increased the rate of shantytown protests. In at least one notable case, Columbia University, the student divestment movement was affiliated with such a department and grew out of an African American students' association (Lacey 1985; Loeb 1994) .
Based on the research of Lipset (1969 Lipset ( , 1971 ) and Blau and Slaughter (1971), one might expect that liberal arts colleges have higher rates of shantytown protests. Lipset (1971) argues that "high level liberal arts institutions with an intellectual aura attract students oriented to becoming intellectuals" (89). Again, intellectually oriented students are more likely to participate in student activism (Lipset 1969 (Lipset , 1971 . Similarly, Loeb (1994) contends that the generally lower levels of student activism between 1975 and 1985 may be attributed to the declining proportion of undergraduate students seeking liberal arts education. In this article I ask whether or not Liberal Arts colleges in the U.S. had higher rates of shantytown protest.
Last, some scholars have noted a relationship between geographic region and student activism. Lipset (1971) has shown that the student protest of the late 1960s was least likely to have occurred in the Southern regions of the U.S., a finding also discussed in the work of Sherkat and Blocker (1994) . McAdam (1988) finds that educational institutions located in New York and the Great Lakes regions of the country had higher rates of participation in Freedom Summer than did institutions located elsewhere. This article investigates whether or not colleges and universities located in certain regions of the country had higher rates of shantytown protest.
Data Description
The dependent variable in this analysis is the timing of shantytown events at US four-year colleges and universities. Data is obtained from newspapers using NEXIS. 3 This advanced data collection technique involves employing the system to scan all newspaper articles from 37 different newspapers and news agencies.1' By indicating various key words or concepts, the system rapidly scans news articles as far back in time as indicated.15 The system allows the researcher to read the articles in their entirety and to code event data. Using NEXIS to scan for news stories on shantytowns allows one to locate many of the events that might have been missed by using other methods of data collection such as an index to a particular newspaper. NEXIS allows the researcher to scan many more and varied newspapers in a short period of time, allowing for a more thorough data collection than was ever before possible. 16 In all, there are 46 shantytown events between 1985 and 1990.17 A shantytown event may be defined as the erection of a makeshift structure, constructed of various building materials, in protest of the university's economic involvement in firms with ties to South Africa. Often professing broader claims such as the problem of international human rights violations, the shantytown events coded here professed clear statements about the necessity of university divestment.18
The population consists of all four-year, nondenominational, nonspecialty, nonprofessional colleges and universities in the US that had some form of investment in South Africa (N= 899). I have excluded specialty and professional colleges such as: chiropractic colleges, podiatry schools, medical schools, theological seminaries, rabbinical institutes, and vocational training programs.
Most 
Modeling Diffusion
Diffusion is the process by which an innovation is adopted by members of a discrete population. Essentially, the previous adoption of an innovation by a member of the population alters the probability of adoption for the remaining, nonadopting population members (Strang 1991) . Diffusion has obvious applicability to the social sciences but is unfortunately quite difficult to model empirically.
Conventional diffusion models have made two general assumptions about the population being studied. First, they assume spatial homogeneity, or that each and every member of the defined population has the same probability of influencing and being influenced by other population members (Strang 1992 Quite clearly, these two assumptions are unrealistic when we conceptualize the diffusion of many social processes, such as a protest tactic. It seems counterintuitive to assume that all universities are equally likely to experience a shantytown protest. It also seems counterintuitive to assume that the probability of having a shantytown protest is not at all affected by the recent existence of these events in a population or a subset of the population (e.g., within a particular region). The emphasis on temporal and spatial homogeneity in diffusion models has occurred mainly because most current methodological tools are not appropriate for the study of heterogeneity of a population (Strang 1991 ). Conventional models of diffusion are conceptualized at the population level, making it difficult to relax assumptions of spatial and temporal homogeneity.
Generally, conventional models are based on the how rapidly the size of the adopting population changes (Strang 1991) . A review of these conventional models discusses the prospects of relaxing the two rather unrealistic assumptions of spatial and temporal homogeneity (Bartholomew 1982). However, it is shown that at the population level, doing this produces intractable mathematical formulations that are not easily or efficiently applied to actual empirical problems (Strang & Tuma 1993 ).
Strang and Tuma (1993) and Strang (1991), however, have proposed a new set of diffusion models that avoid these sticky assumptions. By shifting the level of analysis to the individual actor rather than the population, Strang and Tuma (1993) are able to model the "probability of each individual's adoption, at each point in time, as a function of the individual's proximity to the sources of diffusion" (Strang 1992:16). In other words, the rate of adoption of an innovation by an actor is a function of the adoption rate of other, related actors. These are referred to here as individual-level heterogeneous diffusion models and they incorporate both spatial and temporal heterogeneity. Event history analysis is the appropriate method to estimate these models, as it allows for the analysis of data on both the timing and the sequence of all changes at the individual level. Furthermore, current maximum likelihood estimation techniques are sufficient to estimate event history models efficiently.24 One type of individual-level heterogeneous diffusion model is the multiplicative model of diffusion discussed in Strang and Tuma (1993) which allows for the inclusion of a set of independent variables to measure the direct relationships as in a traditional event history regression model, which are referred to as the propensity effects, as well as three different vectors of variables. First, proximity effects are those which are the actual effects of diffusion and which incorporate both spatial and temporal heterogeneity. Second, susceptibility incorporates the notion that some actors in a system are more vulnerable to the actions of other actors in a system. Third, infectiousness incorporates the idea that the actions of certain actors are more important to the diffusion process. Because these models are cast in an event history framework, I am also able to model the decay in the influence of particular events as time passes (Strang & Tuma 1993 Where n is the potential adopter, and s is the transmitter. The vector, x#, is that of the direct effects of structural covariates on the outcome (propensity). The vector, v", is that of the susceptibility effects of the adopter. The vector, w8, is that of the infectiousness effects of the transmitter. The vector, z8,,, is that of the proximity ( For right censored data, the logarithm of the likelihood is N log L = Edn log rn (t) + log Gn (ti,to) n=1
where di is an indicator variable equal to 1 if the spell is not right censored, and G.(t,t0)gives the probability that the event has not occurred at time t. The models discussed in this article were estimated using the Interactive Matrix Language in SAS.
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Results Table 1 will be compared. The three models in Table 1 show results of terms in the propensity vector of the multiplicative model discussed above, and should be interpreted as one would a traditional event history regression model.2' Across models 1 through 3, the percentage of African American students decreased the rate of shantytown protests.27 This finding is consistent with the findings presented in Lipset (1969 Lipset ( , 1971 . During the civil rights movement, white students were more likely than their black counterparts to participate in student protest. This is also consistent with McAdam's (1988) findings about the participants in the 1964 Freedom Summer Project who were nearly all white. Perhaps most importantly, however, this finding is consistent with the impressions given by the media about the student anti-apartheid movement of the mid-1980s. The news accounts of the student divestment movement portray a movement comprised largely of white students; a finding consistent with Loeb (1994) . In addition, the presence of a black studies department on a campus did not significantly increase the rate of protest. Models 1 through 3 in Table 1 also show that institutions ranked higher by Gourman had higher rates of shantytown protests. An interpretation of this coefficient shows that the multiplier for a first university ranked 2 by Gourman is 29.4, while that of a second university ranked 3 by Gourman is 159.1. In other words, the multiplier for the second university is more than five times greater than that of the first. This finding is also consistent with Lipset (1971 Lipset ( , 1969 and Van Dyke (1994), who argue that during the student protest wave of the 1960s, colleges that attracted the most 'intellectually oriented' students and had the highest admissions standards were those that had the highest levels of protests. McAdam (1988) also finds that applicants to and participants in the Freedom Summer Project were mainly from elite universities.
Model 3 indicates that liberal arts colleges have higher rates of shantytown protests. The positive and significant coefficient of .91 indicates that liberal arts colleges, relative to all other types of colleges, had higher rates of shantytown protest between 1985 and 1990.28 Lipset (1971 Lipset ( , 1969 argues that there is a strong relationship between academic discipline and student protest. Student activists, says Lipset, are most likely to be students of humanities and social sciences (and not of hard sciences, and "applied fields"). This is in part due to the fact that students in humanities and so- Model 3 also shows that institutions located in the Northeast had a higher rate of shantytown protest,29 perhaps because many of the early shantytowns were at colleges and universities located in this region. This might also have something to do with the fact that a number of mobilizing groups such as the American Committee on Africa (ACOA) and the Africa Fund are located in the Northeast and it may have made it easier to mobilize students at nearby colleges and universities. Models 2 and 3 show that the degree of leftist student organizations did not increase rates of protest, although the coefficient is never significant. This unexpected finding may be partially explained by the measurement of this variable which is rather subjective. Perhaps a better measurement of this would be one similar to that used by Van Dyke (1994) for an earlier period. Table 2 presents the analysis of the second set of research questions on diffusion of the shantytown. In model 1 in Table 2 , we see that the intercept in this baseline diffusion model is positive and significant, indicating a pattern consistent with diffusion. In model 2 of Table 2 , we see that there is a positive effect of diffusion within institutional type. Student activists at liberal arts colleges. look to student activists at other liberal arts colleges for cues on protest tactics. Collective identities are more easily formed among students at colleges and universities similar on this dimension.
Model 3 of Table 2 shows that there is also a positive effect of diffusion within similar categorical levels of Gourman rank (referred to as the Gourman level). This represents a slightly different vantage point from which to view processes of institutional diffusion. In addition to the indi- p <.10 *1 p < .05 **" p < .01 rect linkages between students at colleges and universities of the same type, it appears that prestige level acted as another category within which indirect ties between students may have functioned as a diffusion mechanism.
In model 4 of Table 2 , there is a negative effect of diffusion within region. Student activists seem not to imitate the student activists within their own region. At first glance, this seems counterintuitive. The attention given to student activism in the local media would almost seem to insure diffusion within region. The negative effect of regional diffusion is probably indicative of asymmetry. In other words, this may mean that students in all regions look to one or two particular regions for innovative protest tactics. Alternatively, it might be the case that in some regions where there are few shantytown events, it appears that the tactic diffuses rapidly, based only on these few events. Another interpretation of this is that the tactic of the shantytown diffuses within certain regions, but not within other regions, leading to the negative coefficient on this term."
Model 5 of Table 2 provides evidence that there is diffusion within endowment level. Students at institutions with similar levels of endowment look to students at similar institutions for cues on the repertoire of contention. Like institutional type and prestige level, students at colleges and universities similar to one another on this dimension more easily forge collective identities hence the tactic diffuses more rapidly.
Another interesting finding presented in model 6 in Table 2 is the insignificant effect of diffusion among historically black colleges. Notice, however, that the coefficient is relatively large, as is the effect of the constant in the proximity vector. Although, at first glance, one might conclude that the hypothesized effect is not supported, one must be cautioned against such a premature conclusion. The large increase of the constant (relative to the baseline model) in conjunction with a large but insignificant diffusion effect has been found in simulated data when the diffusion effect is actually quite large (Greve, Strang & Tuma 1995) . Thus, it may be the case that the actual contribution to the hazard rate of the diffusion within black colleges is rather high. Certainly, if Oberschall (1989) is correct, it would make sense that tactics of protest diffuse rapidly amongst black colleges.
Conclusions
Tilly has argued that tactical innovations which are perceived as effective are likely to be imitated by other actors, thus to diffuse between social movement organizations. Tarrow's concept of modularity helps to explain how tactical diffusion occurs in the absence of direct communication between actors.
The shantytown tactic drew its effectiveness from two different sources. First, it was perceived as an effective means of disruption on campuses that led to the eventual adoption of divestment policies by colleges and universities. Second, it was perceived as effectively drawing attention to the poor living conditions of black South Africans, hence highlighting the immorality of the system of apartheid. I argue that this perceived effectiveness led to the diffusion of the shantytown across campuses in the 1980s. As expected, I find that colleges and universities with lower African American enrollments had higher rates of shantytown protests, much like activism in the 1960s. I also find that elite, liberal arts colleges in the Northeast had higher rates of shantytown protests, a conclusion consistent with previous findings. Surprisingly, the relationship between institutional size and the rate of shanties was never significant (although the coefficient is in the expected direction). Colleges and universities with black studies departments and with high levels of leftist student organization did not have higher rates of shantytowns. This runs counter to the predictions of the resource mobilization perspective which would lead us to believe that networks formed by either black studies departments or leftist student organization would insure higher rates of protest and student activism.
My results also show that, generally, the shantytown as an innovative protest tactic diffused rapidly among certain categories of colleges and universities. It appears that the tactic spread most rapidly amongst those of the same institutional type. In addition, the shantytown spread rapidly between student activists at colleges and universities within similar levels of endowment and Gourman ranking. Students at wealthy colleges look to students at other wealthy colleges and students at institutions of roughly the same prestige (as ranked by Gourman) look to one another. These findings lend support to notions of indirect or socially constructed ties, as the innovation diffuses most rapidly among similar institutions. These results, when taken together, indicate that socially constructed categories of similarity lead to the diffusion of an item, here a protest tactic.
Diffusion analysis is important to the study of social movements and this article has attempted to show one application of these models. The model discussed in this article has a great applicability to the study of social movements as it is cast in an event history framework which is familiar to many scholars of social movements and collective action. Moreover, the model allows for the development and testing of arguments about collective identities, nonrelational diffusion, and reference groups; concepts central to the study of social movements. The former tests for whether or not Northeastern colleges and universities had higher rates of shantytown protests, while the latter tests for whether or not the tactic diffused between colleges and universities located in the same region. 30. Another explanation for this finding is that it is possible that activists at several regionally proximate colleges combined their divestment activism to one campus. Although plausible, I was not able to find evidence of this in news accounts of the shantytown protests. However, it is worth considering this as a possible explanation for the lack of evidence for regional diffusion of this protest tactic as news accounts may not have been able to discern students at one college from students at another college. With the data presented in this article, however, it is not possible to ascertain whether or not a college of university's shantytown was constructed by students from other colleges or universities.
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